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MEMOIUH0UM F OR THE RECORD 

SUBJECT: Proposed Legislation to Amend the Military Personnel and Civilian 

Employees’ Claims Act of 19454, as Amended (PL 845-558 as Amended 
by PL 89-185) 


1, A legislative referral memamrfum* dated *6 AprB 1969, from the Bureau 
of the B u dget has requested the views of this and other civilian agencies concerning a 
State Department draft bill to amend the Claims Act of 1964. Briefly, enactment of 
fee Idl l wou ld wits® to $19,900 fee current $6,500 maximum, authority of a civilian 
agency to settle ami pay a claim. As a retroactive provision, a claim settlement 
heretofore limited to $6,500 solely due to feat maximum may be reconsidered upon 
c laimant ’s w r i t ten request within i year from date of enactment. 

2. The Support Operations StaJf/DDS forwarded a copy of fee tell on 39 April 
1969 requesting telephonic response as soon as possible. This was done immediately, 
orally, relaying our occurrence, We further pointed out feat Agency claims adjudged 
meritorious In an amount exceeding $6, 590 may be allowed by fee DDd 

Director ’s special authority related to fee gaiqug mission of fee Agency 


3. ft may be stated feat virtually all Agency personnel claims adjudicated by 

the H e a dq ua r ters Board of Survey involve some aspects of Agency relationships, security/ 
cover factors, sensitive operational situations or other unique/ unusual circumstances. 
Those aspects hove a considerable bearf tg la settlement of each case upon it® merits 
and broadly r ea soned judgment, is a maimer feat would be fair to fee particular claimant.. 
All claims and settlements thereof are classified SECRET, or higher is a few instances. 
These are the principles underlying fee Agency's implementation of the Claims Act s 
authority with its special authority. 

4. The Bwr*t has been aware feat State would propose raising fee claim maxi- 
mum for civ ili an agencies to fee same maximum feat fee military services had received 
la 1 965 <"»*«■ PL 89-185. In addition, fee Army Claims Headquarters at Fort Holabird 
advised oa 14 Mar ch 1969 feat it Is sponsoring legislation to delete fee requirement 
that annual reports of claimants' names and settlements be made to fee Congress. Both 
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SUBJECT: Proposed Legislation to Amend the Military Personae! and Civilian 

Employees' Claims Act of ?964, as Amended (PL 3&-S58 as Amended 
by PL 89-1851 


proposals have been discussed favorably and Informally with the sponsors. In view 
of additional authority connected with die nature of the Agency, we cautiously chose 
not to he a sponsor or active party to die proposals. We feel, however, that both 
proposals would obviously be beneficial to the Agency’s interests. 

5. Enactment of the retroactive proposal would create no problem. Records 
of the Board indicate that only four cases were favorably considered in the amount of 
$6,509 up to approximately $52,090, since die 31 August 1964 effective date of the 
Claims Act. Two of these cases, concerning evacuations, were allowed in full 
approximate amount of net loss after depreciation. Settlement a# another was satis- 
factorily supplemented by a court settlement of the claimant’s lawsuit against a ' 
responsible company. The other case approved a Chief of Station recommendation 
to allow a staff employee $6,599 for fir« loss to quarters, after 
disallowed the claim. In dm latter, we estimated that would be the fair allowable net 
amount of toss after depreciation and allowance standards. (We resolved that case in 
farm: of the claimant on a reasonable doubt that his servant’s oegltgenee had caused 






